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Abstract 
A question that guided this study was how mainstream discourses on interdisciplinarity have underpinned reproduction of 
existing social order. In this respect, this study paid attention to minority approaches to interdisciplinarity that included critical 
perspectives on academic discipline, taking double sense of discipline in Foucauldian sense. Among a good deal of 
interdisciplinary approaches, cultural studies was selected as main focus and a multidimensional frame to analyze its 
interdisciplinarity was derived. With this framework, this study examined interdisciplinarity of works of Gayatri Spivak and 
discussed (im)possibility of interdisciplinarity in the world of global capitalism based on the results. 
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1. Introduction 
A question that guided this study was how mainstream discourses on interdisciplinarity have underpinned 
reproduction of existing social order by assuming economic and industrial progress as main function of 
interdisciplinarity. Such approaches seemed to ignore value question in pursuing interdisciplinarity, adhering mainly 
to methodical details. Despite of its critical limitation, this kind of interdisciplinarity has been widely accepted and 
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continually proliferated by the very reason that it is majority and gives no threat to established social and academic 
system.  
In this respect, this study paid attention to minority approach to interdisciplinarity that included different 
perspectives on academic discipline from its majority counterpart, taking double sense of discipline in Foucauldian 
sense. Among a good deal of such approaches, interdisciplinary field of cultural studies was selected as main focus 
in that it was one of symptomatic representations emerged out of metamorphosis of university and larger society 
(Readings, 1996). Compared to previous studies that focused on “pure” interdisciplinary process or outcome, this 
study attempted to figure out topology of interdisciplinarity, which meant understanding interdisciplinary approach 
in terms of broader academic and societal background. 
 
2. Framework 
In its effort to contextualize interdisciplinarity, this study tried to develop its frame of analysis to investigate 
interdisciplinarity of cultural studies based on history and nature of disciplinarity, interdisciplinarity and cultural 
studies, and frameworks developed by previous literature.  
Existing frameworks on disciplinarity and interdisciplinarity suggested how basic structure of the framework 
could be constructed. They were results of the efforts to define different disciplines or interdisciplinarity and could 
be distinguished into epistemological, anthropological, and sociological approaches (Barry, et al., 2008; Becher, 
1989; Biglan, 1973; Foucault, 1977; OECD, 1972; Nair, et al., 2008). Studies on and within cultural studies 
suggested that it could be narrowed down to epistemological and sociological dimension for the purpose of this 
study and gave implications on the details of the framework (Agger, 1992; Barker, 2008; During, 1999; Hall, 1980; 
Turner, 2012). 
As a result, a multidimensional frame of analysis was derived which integrated epistemological and sociological 
viewpoint of knowledge. Specifically, epistemological dimension included elements such as concepts and themes, 
theoretical paradigms, methodology, and interaction among engaged disciplines. Sociological dimension had 
contextual background, political and reflexive disposition of interdisciplinarity as its subcategories. 
 
3. Results 
With this framework, this study examined interdisciplinarity of Gayatri Spivak's works. She is known as one of 
the most influential literary and cultural theorists and has been struggled against contemporary society of globalized 
financial capitalism. Her approaches as such were considered to shed light on what roles and directions 
interdisciplinarity should pursue facing the society and university that serve for global capital.  
The results on epistemological dimension indicated Spivak's attempt to displace dichotomy and hierarchy in 
theoretical and societal texts. She refused both centralizing and decentralizing conception of culture, power and 
subject and tried to expose discontinuities among Marxism, feminism, poststructuralism, and postcolonialism rather 
than synthesize them (Spivak, 1990). The main methodology used for this purpose was deconstruction, which 
questioned and destabilized the very assumption of the texts (Spivak, 1999). Interaction among disciplines engaged 
in her interdisciplinary approach could be characterized paradisciplinarity, borrowing her own word (Spivak, 1990), 
which meant beyond and beside disciplines and narrow interdisciplinarity that remained largely within humanities 
and social sciences.  
In sociological dimension of knowledge, it seemed that Spivak's interdisciplinarity was located in negotiation, 
tension, and conflict between global capitalist society, globalized corporate university, and ambivalent status of 
cultural studies within them on one hand, and her personal and academic background as first world intellectual from 
third world on the other hand (Spivak, 1993). She responded to that situation with radical approach that questioned 
inequality and injustice in society beyond academy (Spivak, 1999). As well as, permeated all over her 
interdisciplinarity was ceaseless reflection on disciplinarity, interdisciplinarity, cultural studies, and intellectuals 
including herself (Spivak, 2003). 
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4. Discussion 
 
Spivak’s interdisciplinarity indicated the challenges of critical interdisciplinarity that always risk being 
appropriated by the very forces it tries to resist. One of the ways she stood against it was deliberated self-reflection. 
Such efforts have implications for mainstream interdisciplinarity that pursues reckless progress without reflection, 
on one hand, and ask complicated but important question to critical interdisciplinarity of what strategies we might 
use against system’s cooptation of critical approaches, on the other hand. To pretend that quick answer can be 
provided in this intricate situation would be disguising, as Spivak notes. On the way of engaging this question, 
however, an argument could be taken into consideration that differentiated master narrative that totalizes every 
specific perspectives and grand narrative that speaks Big Story including capital or colonial subject (Kellner, 1999). 
What Big Story we will or ought to speak by interdisciplinarity has to be primary concern of so-called 
interdisciplinary approaches, although same thing can be said to disciplinary counterpart. If interdisciplinarity is to 
avoid repeating nightmare of modern, departmental, scientific discipline, its value and end needs to be more attended 
than integration issue and it should be in terms of exigencies of the times. 
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